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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 February 2005 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-27 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 1-10 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) K Claim(s) 1-27 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)Q Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Art Unit: 2872 

DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

Applicant's election of Group II, including claims 11-27, in the reply filed on 
2/9/05 is acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out 
the supposed errors in the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an 
election without traverse (MPEP § 818.03(a)). 

Claims 1-10 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse (see above) in the reply filed on 
2/9/05. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 7/3/03 has been 
considered. 

Additional Prior Art Cited 

Togino et al discloses an image display apparatus comprising an optical system 
having a decentered prism; and Kajiki discloses an image display apparatus having a 
diffuser located near a scanned surface. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claims 1 1-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 1 recites the limitation "said second reflecting surface' 1 in line 18. There 
is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Should "said second 
reflecting surface" be changed to -a second reflecting surface- or -said at least one 
reflecting surface-? 

Claim 27 recites the limitation "said diffusing surface" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Should "11" be changed to 
-12-? 

Claims 12-26 are also rejected in that they are dependent on the indefinite claim 
and thus inherit the deficiency above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 11 and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over 
Togino et al in view of Japan document 2001 -281 583 to Keiichi. 
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Togino et al discloses an image display system comprising a light source (29); a 
scanner unit including a vertical scanner (30) and a horizontal scanner (26) for scanning 
a light bean from the light source in a 2-D direction; a scanning optical system having a 
decentered prism (10) including at least a non-rotationally symmetric surface; and an 
eyepiece optical system (prism 20) located near a surface to be scanned (see Figs. 7 
and 9 and the accompanying text). The eyepiece optical system includes a concave 
reflective surface (23) having a positive power for converting and projecting the scanned 
light into the observer's eyeball; and the decentered prism (10) has an entrance surface 
(half-coated mirror surface 12), at least one reflecting surface (12,13), and an exit 
surface (14). 

The difference between the claimed invention and the discussed prior art is the 
scanner unit. The claimed invention specified the scanner unit having a gimbal 
structure; and the prior art specified the scanner unit having two separate structures 
including a polygon mirror (26) and a galvanomirror (30). However, the use of a scanner 
unit having a gimbal structure is well known in the art for compactness and low power 
consumption (see Keiichi, Fig. 3 and page 10, paragraph 0130). Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
replace the polygon mirror (26) and the galvanomirror (30) of the scanner unit in Togino 
et al with the scanner unit having a gimbal structure as taught in Keiichi so as to make 
the scanner unit in Togino et al more compact, lower power consumption and higher 
quality (note that at least the elimination of the use of the polygon mirror (26) which 
generates heat due to high rotational speed would prevent or reduce heat builds up and 
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thus eliminate or reduce image distortion caused by the changes in temperature); and 
thus, improve the image display system. 

In re claims 24-25 the use of a Fresnel lens instead of a prism having curved 
reflective surfaces for an eyepiece/ocular system is well known in the art for providing 
uniform illumination density over the entire image plane; it is also well known that lens is 
analogous to mirror. Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use a 
Fresnel lens (claim 24) or a Fresnel reflecting mirror (claim 25) instead of a prism 
having curved reflective surfaces for an eyepiece/ocular system as an alternative for the 
common feature. 

In re claim 26 the "Fresnel back-surface mirror 1 ' recited in the claim also provides 
similar feature as that of the Fresnel reflecting mirror discussed above. Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use Fresnel back-surface mirror instead of 
a prism having curved reflective surfaces for an eyepiece/ocular system as an 
alternative for the common feature, i.e. providing uniform illumination density over the 
entire image plane. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Togino 
et al in view of Japan document 2001-281583 to Keiichi as applied to claims 11 and 24 
above, and further in view of Kajiki. 

Togino et al in view of Keiichi as applied to claim 1 1 and 24 above discloses all 
claimed feature except for a diffusing surface located near the surface to be scanned. 
Kajiki discloses an image display apparatus having a diffusion plate (20) located near a 
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surface to be scanned in front of an observer (21) for scattering the light in a solid angle 
region predetermined by its characteristics (Figs. 9-10 and the accompanying text) so 
that the scanned image can be viewed by the observer at different angles. Thus, it 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the image display system in 
Togino et al a by positioning a diffusion plate near the surface to be scanned (exit pupil 
1) in front of an observer's eyeball for increasing the viewing angle. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 13-23 and 27 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of 
the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: none of the cited references teaches or suggests an image display system 
having (1) two diffusing surfaces (claim 13); (2) particular diffusion angle with particular 
decrease of light intensity (claims 14-15); a pair of left and right 2-D optical scanner 
sharing a common eyepiece optical system (claim 16); (3) a diffusion surface provided 
on at least one surface of the eyepiece optical system (claim 27; assuming this claim is 
dependent on claim 12); and (4) claims 17-23 are directly or indirectly dependent on 
claim 16 and thus allowable at least for the same reason. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James Phan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2317. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Drew Dunn can be reached on (571) 272-2312. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JP 

May 1,2005 
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